The European Academies Science Advisory Council (EASAC) will next week release its report 'Ecosystem services, agriculture and neonicotinoids' , which scrutinizes the scientific evidence for harmful effects by neonicotinoid insecticides. It concludes that widespread preventive use of neonicotinoids has adverse effects on non-target organisms that provide ecosystem services such as pollination and natural pest control.
The EASAC report goes beyond honeybees to include other valuable pollinators, such as bumblebees and solitary bees, and looks at ecosystem services that are crucial to sustainable agriculture. It is based on the findings of an international group of independent scientists, which I chaired, with expertise ranging from pollination biology through systems ecology to toxicology (see www.easac.eu).
The report points out that the preventive use of neonicotinoids is inconsistent with the principles of integrated pest management, as expressed in the European Union's (EU) sustainable pesticides directive. Such usage also constrains the potential for restoring farmland biodiversity under the EU agri-environment regulation. The group notes that neonicotinoids also have sublethal effects that need to be fully addressed in EU approval procedures.
The European Commission is due to review the effects of its 2013 restriction on the use of neonicotinoids on flowering crops. I believe that our report will help the European review to reassess the risk-benefit balance of neonicotinoid application. The wider risks to the environment and longer-term sustainability of agriculture must be considered alongside concerns that further restrictions could have shortterm implications for the economy and for food security. 480-481; 2015) . Yet the review does not make clear that mine is aimed at a very different audience.
I wrote the book for scientific researchers, scholars, librarians, publishers, policy-makers and other stakeholders, for whom the subtle uses of data as evidence in research are being swamped in the hype about big data. With case studies exploring how the idea of data varies in and between domains, I show how one researcher's data can be someone else's noise. Therein lies the rub.
Because so much about research data is open to personal interpretation, the information can be difficult to describe, represent and manage -and to share or reuse. The failure to understand these complexities leads to misguided policies for data management and to a lack of investment in both the workforce and the infrastructure for data curation. Ultimately, it can mean that no data survive for research. Under these new terms, review panels are not required to make suggestions on how to improve proposals -but this historical practice still persists. I believe strongly that it must cease. It should not be assumed that whaling is inevitable (see P. J. Clapham Mar. Policy 51, 238-241; 2015) . Neither should panel members be made collaborators in an iterative approach towards approving whaling proposals. Otherwise, there is a risk that IWC practice as currently in effect could subvert the norm of independent review. Andrew S. Brierley University of St Andrews, 
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